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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The information disclosure statement (IDS) was submitted on 2/15/2005. The submission 
is in compliance with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the IDS is being considered 
by the examiner. Please refer to the applicant's copy of the 1449 submitted herewith. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 13, 16-19, 22, 25 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over DE 101 62 391 Schiffler in view of US 3,925,875 Doke. 

Regarding independent claim 13. Schiffler teaches a method of joining a plate to a 
hydroformed piece where both pieces are inserted into the chamber, the chamber is pressurized 
and a die punches the pieces such that a section of the component is bent into the hollow part in 
the abstract and figure 3. Schiffler does not teach the slug widening towards the free end or 
positioned behind the hole. 

Doke teaches a widening slug behind the hole in column 9, lines 17-22 and figure 7. 

It would have been obvious to combine Schiffler and Doke because they are both 
punching holes to join metal pieces. It would have been obvious to include the widening and 
position of Doke in the method of Schiffler because a wider slug, which must end up behind the 
hole, ensures that the pieces will not fall apart, as Doke explains in column 9, lines 34-37. 
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Regarding claim 16, Doke fiirther teaches cutting the link and slug together with the die 
in column 9, lines 2-8. 

Regarding claims 17 and 22 . Schiffler further teaches pressurizing the walls of the hollow 
section and plate in the abstract. Schiffler does not teach two diametrically opposed links and 
slugs. Doke teaches diametrically opposed links and slugs in column 9, lines 17-22. 

It would be obvious to combine the opposing links and slugs of Doke into the 
pressurizing method of Schiffler because this formation ensures a better joining connection as 
Doke teaches in column 9, lines 34-37. 

Regarding claims 18 and 25 , Schiffler further teaches punching the hollow section 
according to the position of the component in the abstract. Schiffler does not teach punching 
several links. Doke teaches punches several links out of the wall in at least two areas, in this 
case, separate halves of the punched section in column 9, lines 17-22. 

It would have been obvious to combine the several links of Doke into the punching 
position of Schiffler because the multiple links and coordinated punching provides for a 
formation that ensures better joining as taught by Doke in column 9, lines 34-37. 

Regarding claims 19 and 28 . Schiffler further teaches expanding a circular section into a 
box in the figures. 

4. Claims 14-15, 20-21, 23-24 and 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over DE 101 62 391 Schiffler and US 3,925,875 Doke in view of US 3,793,791 
Wootten. 

Regarding claims 14 and 15 . Schiffler teaches a method of joining a plate to a 
hydroformed piece. Doke teaches the punched slugs and links. Neither Schiffler nor Doke teach 
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precutting the component or stamping the component prior to inserting it into the tool. Wootten 
teaches perforating a sheet and then poking the parts out in the abstract. Wootten does not teach 
performing this process and placing the component into the tool. However, Schiffler teaches 
placing the component into the tool. 

It would have been obvious to combine Schiffler and Doke with Wootten because they 
are all forming metal plates. It would have been obvious to add the perforations of Wootten into 
the process of Schiffler and Doke because the later severing requires less force, as admitted on 
page 6 of the applicant's specification. 

Regarding claims 20 and 21 , Schiffler further teaches pressurizing the walls of the hollow 
section and plate in the abstract. Schiffler does not teach two diametrically opposed links and 
slugs. Doke teaches diametrically opposed links and slugs in column 9, lines 17-22. 

It would be obvious to combine the opposing links and slugs of Doke into the 
pressurizing method of Schiffler because this formation ensures a better joining connection as 
Doke teaches in column 9, lines 34-37. 

Regarding claims 23 and 24 . Schiffler fiirther teaches punching the hollow section 
according to the position of the component in the abstract. Schiffler does not teach punching 
several links. Doke teaches punches several links out of the wall in at least two areas, in this 
case, separate halves of the punched section in column 9, lines 17-22. 

It would have been obvious to combine the several links of Doke into the punching 
position of Schiffler because the multiple links and coordinated punching provides for a 
formation that ensures better joining as taught by Doke in column 9, lines 34-37. 
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Regarding claims 26 and 27 , Schiffler fiirther teaches expanding a circular section into a 
box in the figures. 

5. Claims 29-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over DE 101 62 
391 Schiffler in view of US 3,925,875 Doke fiirther in view of US 5,918,494 Kojima et al. 

Regarding independent claim 29 , Schiffler teaches a high pressure tool that is used to join 
a hollow section and a component by hydroforming and a punching die in the abstract. 

Schiffler does not teach using a die to cut the link and slug out of the wall and 
undercutting the hole edge. Doke teaches this in column 9, lines 17-22. It would have been 
obvious to combine Schiffler and Doke because they are both punching holes to join metal 
pieces. It would have been obvious to include the cutting and undercutting of Doke in the device 
of Schiffler because a slug which must end up behind the hole ensures that the pieces will not fall 
apart, as Doke explains in column 9, lines 34-37. 

Schiffler also does not teach sealing dies or a fluid high pressure generator. Kojima 
teaches dies used to seal ends of a tube in coliimn 12, lines 19-22 and a fluid pump in column 2, 
lines 13-16. It would have been obvious to combine Schiffler and Kojima because they both 
teach hydroforming tubes. It would have been obvious to include the end sealing of Kojima in 
the device of Schiffler because of the greater variety of uses the tubes made by this device can 
accommodate if the ends can be either sealed or open. 

Regarding claim 30, Schiffler fiirther teaches the die penetration in conjunction with 
internal pressure. Schiffler does not teach the tapered wall of the die that presses the link and 
slug together. Doke teaches this in column 8, lines 54-61 and column 9, lines 17-22. 
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It would have been obvious to include the tapered die of Doke in the method of Schiffler 
because the pressing of the link and slug together ensures a better joining as taught in column 9, 
lines 34 -37 in Doke. 

Regarding claim 31. Schiffler further teaches two separate dies 3 and 4 in the figures. 
Regarding claims 32 and 33 , Doke further teaches a die with displacement chamfers 
following both sides of the cutting edge in column 8, lines 54-61. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier contmiunications fi-om the 
examiner should be directed to MEGHA MEHTA whose telephone number is (571 )270-3598. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday 7:30 am to 5:00 pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jerry Lorengo can be reached on 571-272-1233. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Megha Mehta/ 



/Jerry A Lorengo/ 
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